OFFICIAL INFORMATION**CONFIDENTIAL**EVIDENCE CODE SECTION 1040 
INTRADEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 


DATE: January 15, 2021 
TO: Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 
FROM: Inspector General 


SUBJECT: OFFICER-INVOLVED ANIMAL SHOOTING 008-20 FOR 1/26/21 
CLOSED-SESSION AGENDA 


Division Date Time Duty-On (X) Off Uniform-Yes (X) No 
Southeast 3/8/20 12:11 p.m. 

Officer(s) Involved in Use of Force Length of Service 

Chamu, W./PO Il 2 years, 10 months 


Total Involved Officer(s) 

2x PO Il 

Animal(s Deceased Wounded Non-Hit (X 
Pit Bull dog. 

COP Recommendations 

Tactics — Administrative Disapproval, Officers Chamu and Love El. 
Drawing/Exhibiting — In Policy, No Further Action, Officer Chamu and Love El. 
Lethal Use of Force — Out of Policy, Administrative Disapproval, Officer Chamu. 

IG Recommendations 

Tactics — Same as COP. 


Drawing/Exhibiting — Same as COP. 
Lethal Use of Force — Same as COP. 
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INVESTIGATION 


Annotated Force Investigation Division (FID) Incident Summary’ 


On Sunday, March 8, 2020, at approximately 1130 hours, Witness Marco Zeledon, a 
gardener, was working at his son’s duplex located at 10618/10620 Wilmington Avenue. 
According to Zeledon, he finished working on the property and was seated in his 
vehicle, which was parked in the rear parking area, on the east side of the property. 
Suddenly, Zeledon observed two pit bull dogs behind his vehicle, barking. Zeledon 
recognized the dogs belonged to the adjacent neighbor at 10616 Wilmington Avenue. 
Zeledon believed the dogs escaped by accessing a space underneath the chain link 
fence between the two properties. He described the dogs as two pit bulls, one brown, 
one between white and black. Zeledon yelled at the dogs to get them to go back to their 
own yard, but was unsuccessful, so he called out to the residents inside 10618 
Wilmington Avenue to call the police. 


Witness Guillermo Alcala was inside the kitchen of his residence, at 10618 Wilmington 
Avenue, when he heard a commotion that sounded like barking and chains dragging in 
the backyard. Guillermo exited his front door and walked east along the north side of the 
structure toward the sound. Guillermo observed two pit bulls that he recognized 
belonging to his neighbor to the north, at 10616 Wilmington Avenue. Guillermo believed 
that the pit bulls escaped from their side of the property by accessing a hole under the 
chain link fence on the north side of the property line. The two pit bulls continued to 
bark at Zeledon, who remained inside his vehicle. According to Guillermo, the pit bulls 
turned their attention to him and ran toward him. Guillermo backpedaled toward his 
front door as the brindle pit bull barked and ran toward his left leg. The brindle pit bull 
lunged and attempted to bite Guillermo’s lower left leg as he fled inside his residence; 
however, Guillermo was not bitten. 


Note: According to Guillermo, his two underage children were with him 
when the pit bulls charged toward him. Guillermo declined to have his 
children interviewed and stated that no one was injured. 


Once safely inside his residence, Guillermo instructed his mother, Maria Guadalupe 
Conchola, to call 911. According to Guillermo, the dogs then retreated to the rear of the 
location and remained there until the police arrived. 


Note: The investigation determined that Guillermo’s wife, Margarita 
Mares, and Conchola were inside the residence at the time of the OIS. 
They did not witness or hear the OIS, therefore they were not interviewed. 





1 The Incident Summary presented here is reproduced from FID’s report regarding this case, and is 
supplemented with annotations by the OIG. All OIG annotations are referenced as an “OIG Note.” All 
other references and citations in the reproduced FID Incident Summary (e.g., Investigators’ Notes or 
Addenda Items) are reproduced directly from FID’s report. Unless otherwise stated, all information 
provided in OIG annotations is derived from FID’s investigation of this incident. 
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According to Zeledon, when the pit bulls focused their attention toward Guillermo, he 
exited his vehicle and fled west, along the south side of the structure, to the front 
sidewalk. Zeledon attempted to get the attention of the dogs’ owner, at 10616 
Wilmington Avenue, but there was no answer. 


Note: In Conchola’s 911 call with the operator, she did not mention to the 
operator that the dogs had attempted to bite Zeledon or Guillermo. 


At approximately 1135:38 hours, Communications Division (CD) broadcast, “Any 
Southeast unit, vicious animal, 10618 Wilmington Avenue, in the front yard of the 
apartment complex. Three loose pit bull dogs roaming around. Number is one brown, 
two light brown, and three, white. Not allowing anyone to enter the property, aggressive 
toward passerbys. The dog owners do not appear to be at the location. Code 2. 
Incident 2028. RD 1838.” 


Note: There were only two dogs in the yard at the time of the incident. 


At approximately 1136:57 hours, Southeast Patrol Division uniformed Police Officers II 
Wenceslao Chamu, Serial No. 43036, passenger, and Kalekey Love El, Serial No. 
43698, driver, assigned 18A49, were assigned the radio call. They were driving a 
marked black and white police vehicle, Shop No. 80745, which was equipped with a 
Digital In-Car Video System (DICVS).? Officers Chamu and Love El were equipped with 
Body Worn Video (BWV) cameras that were mounted on their mid-upper torsos (Issues 
and Concerns No. 1). 


Note: According to Officers Chamu and Love El, this was their first day 
working together. According to Officer Chamu, this was her first DP 
working Southeast Area, and the officers discussed the equipment they 
carry, as well as contact and cover responsibilities at the beginning of their 
watch. 


Due to the officers Code 2 response, their DICVS was not activated. 


According to the Incident Recall sheet, CD notified Animal Regulations 
Department, Harbor Animal Services, at approximately 1138 hours. 


According to Officer Chamu, while en route to the call, she and Officer Love El decided 
not to bring a fire extinguisher or use OC spray, because they believed the dogs were 





? Police Officer Il Wenceslao Chamu, Female, 25 years of age, 2 years 10 months with the Department. 
Police Officer Il Kalekey Love El, Female, 26 years of age, 1 year 6 months with the Department. Both 
officers were equipped with their ballistic vest, handcuffs, Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) spray and their 
Department approved pistols. Officer Chamu was also equipped with a X26P TASER, which was 
attached to her Sam Browne. Officer Love El was also equipped with her PR-24 side handle baton. 
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contained in the yard, and she believed they lived at that residence. She further stated, 
“For us, our better option is to get the owner to make contact with the dogs.” * 


At approximately 1207:15 hours, Officers Chamu advised CD they were Code-Six. 
Officer Love El parked their police vehicle south of the location, on the east side of 
Wilmington Avenue, and then walked north toward the location (Issues and Concerns 
No. 2). 


The location was a duplex residence, with an approximate six-foot-high wrought iron 
fence running along the west side of the property near the sidewalk. According to 
Officers Chamu and Love El, they believed from the comments of the radio call that the 
dogs were contained on the property. Officers Chamu and Love El walked north along 
the east sidewalk of Wilmington Avenue, and met with Zeledon on the sidewalk in front 
of the location. Witness Ignacio Alcala, Guillermo’s father, was also standing on the 
sidewalk just north of Zeledon. 


Note: When the officers initially met with Zeledon, the dogs were not yet 
visible in the yard. 


Zeledon identified himself as the Person Reporting (PR) and began to talk with Officer 
Chamu and explain the incident to her. According to Officer Chamu, Zeledon spoke to 
her in Spanish and advised her that the pit bulls were on the other side of the fence, the 
dogs were vicious, and they did not belong on the property. * According to Officer 
Chamu, Zeledon was upset that the neighbors did not contain the pit bulls, allowing 
them to escape through the fence. Officer Chamu also stated there was another male 
at the location (Ignacio) who told her the dogs had attacked his son in the past.” 


Note: Officers’ BWV captured Officer Chamu informing Officer Love El 
that the pit bulls live at another residence; however, she did not advise her 
partner that the dogs were vicious or had attacked anyone. However, 
Officer Love El’s statement indicated she also believed the PR was 
explaining that the dogs were vicious. 


According to Officer Love El, she did not initially observe any dogs on the premises. 
Officers Chamu and Love El stood on the sidewalk in front of the wrought iron gate, at 
the entrance of the driveway, near the southwest portion of the property. Officer Love 
El wanted to verify if the dogs were on the premises, so she removed her side handle 
baton and, holding it in her left hand, and ran the end of the baton back and forth 
against the fence, creating a loud noise. As she did so, a brown brindle pit bull, with an 





3 Chamu, Page 22, Lines 4-5. 


4 According to Officer Chamu, she is a Department certified Spanish speaker. According to Officer Love 
El, she does not speak Spanish. 


5 Ignacio’s statement was also captured on Officer Chamu’s BWV at approximately 1209:10 hours. 
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approximate four-foot chain attached to its collar, and a white pit bull, emerged from the 
north side of the residence and ran toward them, barking. The dogs momentarily 
stopped in front of the officers, on the opposite side of the fence, continuously barking, 
and then ran back closer to the residence. 


Officer Chamu's BWV captured Officer Love El asking Zeledon, in English, if the dogs 
bite. Officer Chamu then asked in Spanish if they bite and Zeledon nodded his head up 
and down. 


Note: According to Officer Love El, when she asked Zeledon if the dogs 
bite, “He said something like indecisively. | don’t remember him giving like 
a yes or no.” 


Officer Chamu believed that the dogs were contained in the yard, initially appeared 
happy, and were just being territorial because they lived there. According to Officer 
Chamu, she observed the chain attached to the brindle pit bull’s collar, which further 
indicated to her that he was a domesticated pet. In an attempt to get the pit bull’s 
attention, Officer Chamu placed her right hand between the rods the fence and began 
talking and making noises. 


According to Officer Chamu, “We observed that the dogs started calling them to make 
sure we can keep eyes on them. We can actually see them. If we can see the dogs, 
then we know they’re not going to be hurting other people since we know there’s other 
residents in the area.” 


In explaining her intention for sticking her arm through the fence, Officer Chamu stated, 
“When I observed the dog, it was straight in front of me. | put my arm over, so the dog 
could smell me and possibly mellow down if he knew I wasn’t trying to harm it.’® Officer 
Chamu further indicated her experience with past radio calls has been that most times 
after a dog smells her, it will calm down. 


Officer Love El asked Zeledon in English if he contacted the owner of the pit bulls, and, 
her BWV captured him tell her no one was home. Zeledon then walked north on the 
sidewalk, followed shortly thereafter by Officers Chamu and Love El. According to 
Officer Chamu, she believed the best option was to make contact with the owner and 
direct the owner to lead the pit bulls back to their residence. Officer Chamu further 
believed that if Animal Regulations arrived, they would take the pit bulls from their 
home. 





ê Love El, Page 10, Lines 15-16. 


7 Chamu, Page 10, Lines 19-24. 


8 Id., Page 11, line 18. 


Note: Officer Chamu did not verbalize to Officer Love El about her 
intention to have the owner take the pit bulls out of the property. 
According to Officer Love El, based on the actions of Zeledon and her 
partner, she assumed that they were walking toward the owner’s property. 


Zeledon walked north and stopped on the sidewalk in front of 10616 Wilmington 
Avenue. According to Officer Chamu, as Zeledon walked, she observed that a few of 
the wrought iron rods of the fence were missing, creating a wider than normal space 
between them. She believed, “It did appear a little bit wider than the other -- the other 
bars on the fence, but it did not appear like the dogs were planning on exiting. They kind 
of just wanted to stay in their area and didn't want people to get in that area.” 


Note: The investigation determined there were two missing fence rods 
creating two individual gaps, separated by a single rod. The gaps each 
measured approximately nine inches wide. According to Zeledon, he was 
aware of the gaps in the fencing; however, he did not inform officers. 


According to Officer Chamu, when she observed Zeledon pass the gaps in the fencing, 
she believed that the pit bulls would not exit the property. 


As Officer Chamu walked north, she began to call the dogs to her, stopping in front of 
the gaps in the fence. Both pit bulls walked up to the gaps in the fence where Officer 
Chamu had stopped, and the brindle pit bull began to bark at Officer Chamu while still 
inside the yard. Officer Chamu then raised her right arm and placed it near the fence as 
the brindle pit bull put his nose through the gap. 


In explaining her action, Officer Chamu stated, “So, as soon as we made contact, yeah, 
it did appear that they might have been upset that we were, we were kind of talking to 
them, but, and making noise to get their attention. But I lifted my arm above like his 
nose so he can like try to smell me and know that we’re not there to really harm them or 
anything. We just kind of want them to, you know, get an odor and actually move them 
from the area, because that was the original complaint that the dogs were in the yard 
where they didn’t belong.”'® 


Note: Officer Chamu did not alert Officer Love El when she observed the 
gaps in the fence. 


According to Guillermo, who was observing the incident from inside the 
doorway of 10618 Wilmington Avenue, Officer Chamu reached through 
the fence and he believed that she did so in order to pet the brindle pit 
bull. 





° Id., Page 40, Lines 3-8. 


10 Id., Page 24, Line 25 and Page 10 Lines 1 -9. 


According to Officer Love El, while walking north on the sidewalk, she observed Officer 
Chamu stop in front of the space in the fence and put her hand near the fence. She 
assumed Officer Chamu was doing it to see if the dogs were friendly or not. Officer 
Love El stopped next to the pedestrian gate of the fence, south of Officer Chamu. At 
approximately 1210:58 hours, Officer Love El’s BWV captured her tell Officer Chamu, 
“Girl, he might be able to get out of there!” as the brindle pit bull put his entire head 
through the gap in the fence, barking at Officer Chamu. Officer Chamu’s BWV captured 
her state, “m trying to get the chain.” 


The brindle pit bull stopped barking and momentarily stepped back from the fence, 
before both dogs exited through the gaps, onto the sidewalk toward Officer Chamu. 


In response to the pit bulls’ actions, and to avoid being bitten, Officer Chamu 
immediately backpedaled away from them, northwest into the parkway. Once through 
the fence, the white pit bull began to bark and lunged toward Officer Chamu, attempting 
to bite her right hand. Meanwhile, the brindle pit bull lunged toward Officer Chamu, 
biting her left leg." 


Note: According to Officer Chamu, the white pit bull did not bite her right 
hand. FID investigators inspected Officer Chamu’s wrists and hands and 
did not observe any visible injuries. 


As Officer Chamu continued to walk backward to create distance between herself and 
the pit bulls, the pit bulls continued to charge at her. Officer Chamu’s BWV captured the 
white pit bull open her mouth and again attempt to bite Officer Chamu’s right hand but 
was unsuccessful. After this attempt, the white pit bull stopped moving toward Officer 
Chamu and moved back toward the fence. 


Meanwhile, the brindle pit bull continued lunging toward Officer Chamu. Officer Chamu 
continued backpedaling south, away from the dog. While doing so, she unholstered her 
pistol with her right hand and pointed the muzzle downward, toward the brindle pit bull. 
According to Officer Chamu, the brindle pit bull jumped toward her and bit her left leg 
again. Officer Chamu extended her right arm downward, aimed at the face of the 
brindle pit bull, and fired one round from a one-hand shooting position. Regarding her 
decision to shoot, Officer Chamu stated, “If I did not discharge my firearm, that dog 
would have definitely chunked a piece of my leg off.”' 


Note: The investigation revealed the round did not strike the brindle pit 
bull, but struck the dirt parkway, to the left of the dog. 





11 Gleaned from Officer Love El’s BWV at approximately 1211:03 hours. 
12 Chamu, Page 30, Line 17. 


The investigation determined that approximately six seconds elapsed from 
the time both pit bulls exited from the gaps in the fence to the time of the 
OIS. 


According to Officer Chamu, the white pit bull was also jumping at her at the time 
she discharged her pistol. Officer Chamu believed she held her pistol in a two- 
handed grip; however, her BWV captured her place her left hand on the pistol 
after the OIS. 


Meanwhile, Officer Love El recognized the situation with the dogs was escalating, and 
she didn’t want the dogs to bite her partner. She transitioned her baton to her right 
hand and attempted to ring her baton; however she was unsuccessful. Unable to ring 
her baton, Officer Love El dropped it to the ground. According to Officer Love El, she 
believed the situation could escalate to where deadly force may be justified and 
unholstered her pistol with her left hand, which he held in a two-handed grip. Officer 
Love El estimated she was approximately six to eight feet from Officer Chamu. Officer 
Love El placed her finger on the trigger and aimed her sights at the head of the brindle 
pit bull, which she estimated to be about one foot away from Officer Chamu. Officer 
Love El heard Officer Chamu’s gunshot and observed the brindle pit bull back away 
from Officer Chamu. 


Note: According to Officer Love El, she repeatedly placed her finger on 
and off the trigger as she continually assessed her ability to safely 
discharge her pistol. Although the dog was in close proximity to Officer 
Chamu, Officer Love El stated she never covered her partner with her 
weapon. 


Officer Chamu assessed that the round appeared to have missed the brindle pit bull and 
struck the ground. Both pit bulls appeared momentarily stunned and retreated north on 
the sidewalk, along the fence line, and stopped near the property line of 10616 
Wilmington Avenue. 


Officer Chamu lowered her pistol to a one-handed low ready and removed her radio 
with her left hand. She stood on the sidewalk, just south of the gaps in the fence, and at 
approximately 1211:18 hours, she broadcast, “Shots fired, Officer needs help, 10615 
Wilmington Avenue” (Issues and Concerns No. 3). 


[...] 


Both officers stood on the sidewalk, south of the gaps in the fence, until both pit bulls 
reentered the yard. Officer Chamu’s BWV then captured her advising her partner they 
should get behind cover. She walked south and picked up Officer Love El’s baton with 
her left hand as she held her pistol in her right hand. Officer Love El holstered her pistol 
and accepted her baton back from Officer Chamu. Officer Love El’s BWV captured 
Officer Chamu briefly holster her pistol after picking up the baton. However, the pit bulls 
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began to bark and appeared to move toward the fence and Officer Chamu can be seen 
unholstering again. 


Officer Love El’s BWV captured Zeledon, who was now standing in the street near the 
east curb of Wilmington Avenue, waiving his hands, ordering the dogs to go back inside. 
As he did so, the brindle pit bull ran back toward the fence, but did not exit. Officer Love 
El ordered Zeledon to get back, as Officer Chamu directed Officer Love El to stop 
talking to the pit bulls and to back away. Both officers then walked south toward their 
vehicle. 


Note: Officer Love El believed she did not holster her pistol until 
approximately two minutes after Officer Chamu discharged, after 
responding units arrived. 


Officer Chamu, held her pistol in her right hand along her leg, pointed downward, while 
she and Officer Love El continued to walk south toward their police vehicle (Issues and 
Concerns No. 4). 


Note: Investigators located video surveillance at a liquor store, located at 
10624 Wilmington Avenue. The video captured the officers’ arrival and 
initial encounter with the witnesses. However, due to the distance, and a 
tree blocking the view of the camera, the video did not capture the OIS. 


At 1212:22 hours, Officer Chamu broadcast, “18A49, show a Code-Four, dog only, 
Wilmington and 107 Street.” Officer Chamu opened the passenger door and holstered 
her pistol. 


At 1212:32, Officer Love El broadcast, “78A49, can we get a supervisor and an 
additional unit.” 


At 1213:10 hours, after confirming with Officer Chamu that she was bitten, Officer Love 
El broadcast a request for a Rescue Ambulance (RA). 


At approximately 1213:40 hours, Officer Chamu broadcast a request for Animal 
Regulations respond to the location. 


At approximately 1214 hours, Southeast Patrol Division uniformed Police Officer III 
Joseph Roberts, Serial No. 41448, and Police Officer | Jason Jimenez, Serial No. 
44147, assigned Unit 18A97, arrived at the location. Upon arrival, Officer Roberts 
began to secure the gaps in the fence utilizing various objects that he located in the 
area and securing them with crime scene tape against the fence. 


Additional Southeast Patrol Division uniformed personnel arrived and established a 
perimeter around the property to ensure the pit bulls could not exit. The officers 


10 


continued to monitor and contain the pit bulls in the property until the arrival of City of 
Los Angeles, Animal Control Officer Smith, Serial No. 071.13 . 


At approximately 1219 hours, RA 865 arrived at scene and began their assessment of 
Officer Chamu’s injury. Firefighters/Paramedics Reynoso and Hershey determined that 
Officer Chamu needed further medical treatment and transported her to Martin Luther 
King Jr. Community Hospital. Officer Chamu was treated by Doctor Sharonda 
Covington for dog bites to her left knee and was cleared for full duty. 


At approximately 1221 hours, Southeast Patrol Division uniformed Sergeant | Chris 
Giargiari, Serial No. 34277, Unit 18L70, was the first supervisor to arrive at scene and 
identified himself as the Incident Commander. Upon arrival, Sergeant Giargiari 
identified Officers Chamu and Love El as being involved in the incident. 


Sergeant Giargiari informed Southeast Division Acting Watch Commander, Sergeant | 
Jennifer Cohen, Serial No. 38352, that Officer Chamu was transported to the hospital 
and a supervisor needed to meet her there. Sergeant Cohen requested a 77" Patrol 

Division supervisor respond to the hospital to monitor Officer Chamu. 


Sergeant Giargiari monitored Officer Love El while also managing the scene. At 
approximately 1235 hours, Southeast Patrol Division Watch Commander Sergeant II 
Shannon Hale, Serial No. 30704, arrived at scene and obtained a Public Safety 
Statements (PSS) from Officer Love El and admonished her to not to speak about the 
incident (Issues and Concerns No. 5). 


At approximately 1315 hours, 77" Street Patrol uniformed Sergeant | Tamara Baumann, 
Serial No. 30540, responded to the hospital and transported Officer Chamu to 
Southeast police station. 


At approximately 1338 hours, Sergeant Cohen obtained a PSS from Officer Chamu at 
Southeast station. 


No additional officers or civilians were injured during the incident. 


At approximately 1335 hours, the Department Operations Center (DOC) was notified of 
the Officer Involved Shooting-Animal incident (Investigators’ Note No. 1). 


Force Investigation Division (FID) Detectives II Jennifer Kim, Serial No. 36639, Brad 
Michel, Serial No. 36782, Joseph Vasquez, Serial No. 35412, and Detective III Robert 
Solorza, Serial No. 27733, responded to the scene. 


Force Investigation Division, Detective II Kim reviewed the documents regarding the 
separation, monitoring and admonitions not to discuss the incident prior to being 





13 Officer Smith arrived at scene at approximately 1245 hours. 
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interviewed by FID investigators. The investigation revealed that there were deviations 
from the standard protocols (Issues and Concerns No. 6). 


Technical Investigation Division (TID) Photographer III Jennifer Emery, Serial No. 
N5607, responded and photographed the scene, evidence collected, and the involved 
officer, under D No. 0796939. TID Photographer III Eric Hood, Serial No. N5825, 
responded to Harbor Animal Shelter and photographed the brindle pit bull. These 
photographs are stored under D No. 0796969. 


Officer Chamu was armed with a Department-authorized Smith and Wesson 9- 
millimeter (mm), Model M&P, semi-automatic pistol. The capacity of the weapon, when 
fully loaded, is 17 rounds in the magazine and one round in the chamber, for a total of 
18 rounds. According to Officer Chamu, at the time of the OIS, the pistol was loaded to 
capacity with 18 rounds of Department-approved ammunition. 


On March 8, 2020, Detective Kim conducted a post incident weapon inspection of 
Officer Chamu’s pistol. Detective Kim determined there was one round of Department 
authorized 9mm Speer Gold Dot, 147 grain in the firing chamber and 16 rounds of 
Department authorized 9mm Speer Gold Dot, 147 grain in the magazine, for a total of 
17 rounds. This information was consistent with the physical and video evidence 
indicating that Officer Chamu discharged one round during the incident. 


Detective Kim ordered Officer Chamu to transport her pistol to the Department armory 
for a test fire on her next working day. 


On March 9, 2020 Department Armorer Police Officer III Luke Paik, Serial No. 30188, 
inspected the pistol and determined that it was within factory specifications. 


Investigators conducted a canvass of the area for witnesses and completed three 
interviews and one heard only report. Detectives Kim and Vasquez processed and 
collected the spent cartridge case at scene. The evidence recovered was documented 
on a property report under Division of Records (DR) No. 2018-07972. No fired bullet or 
bullet fragment was recovered from the scene. Similarly, investigators were not able to 
locate an impact at scene. 


Animal Services impounded both pit bulls involved in the incident and impounded a third 
unrelated grey pit bull that was wandering the street while they were at scene. All dogs 
were transported to the Harbor Animal Shelter, where incident No A20-005180 was 
generated. 


The dog in this incident was described by City of Los Angeles Department of Animal 
Services as a male brown brindle mixed breed, approximately two years of age, 
approximately 50 pounds, identified with Animal ID No. A1929864, with the name of 
Ugly. The white pit bull was described as a female white mixed breed dog, 
approximately two years of age, approximately 45 pounds, identified with Animal ID 
A1929865, with the name of Fat. 
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Department of Animal Services Lieutenant Rodriguez, Serial No. 067, verified both pit 
bulls were owned by Erendira Cesma of 10616 Wilmington Avenue."* According to 
Lieutenant Rodriguez, both pit bulls tested negative for rabies, and there were no prior 
reports or incidents on file. This incident was documented with Animal Services under 
Animal ID No. A20-005180, and owners for both impounded dogs. 


Investigators’ Notes 


1. The DOC log indicated they were notified of the incident at 1335 hours. However, 
Sergeant Cohen notified FID via the DOC of the incident at 1240 hours. FID was 
notified within the required timeframe; however, due to an issue with his cell phone, 
as was noted in the narrative portion of the DOC log, the on-call FID lieutenant was 
delayed in calling back the DOC to obtain additional information on the incident. 


Issues and Concerns 
1. The following equipment issues were noted during the investigation: 


e Officer Chamu was not equipped with her PR-24 side handle baton ora 
collapsible baton on her person at the time of the incident. According to Officer 
Chamu, she left her PR-24 side handle baton inside the passenger seat of her 
vehicle. 


e Neither Officers Chamu nor Love El were not equipped with their Hobble 
Restraint Device (HRD), which they each indicated was in their vehicle at the 
time of the incident. 


e Officer Love El was not equipped with a TASER on her person at the time of the 
incident. According to Southeast Area Assistant Training Coordinator, Police 
Officer III Robert Gowan, Serial No. 35308, Officer Love El was not personally 
assigned a Taser, and according to the Kitroom Inventory Tracking System 
(KITS) for that date, she did not check a Taser out from the kitroom. 


2. Officer Love El activated her BWV at approximately 1209:42. At that time, Officer 
Chamu had been speaking with Zeledon for approximately 12 seconds. According 
to Officer Love El, she believed Zeledon was flagging them down for an unrelated 
reason. When she realized he was the PR for the call, she activated her BWV. 


3. While listening to Southeast Division frequency, FID investigators noted that when 
Officer Chamu broadcast, “Shots fired, officer need help, 10615 Wilmington,” CD 
replied, “Roger” and did not re-broadcast the information. Approximately 40 





14 Cresma was not at home at the time of the incident, and did not witness the incident; therefore, she 
was not interviewed by FID investigators. 
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seconds after the help broadcast another Southeast Area unit inquired about a 
possible help call. Approximately ten seconds later, 50 seconds after the original 
help broadcast, CD initiated an, “Officer needs help,” broadcast but advised no 
location was provided, even though a location was provided by Officer Chamu in the 
original broadcast. 


4. Officer Chamu’s BWV captured her using profanity several times immediately 
preceding and following the OIS.'® Additionally, Officer Love El used profanity twice. 
Once while conversing with Zeledon, when she stated, “Shit,” and once after the 
ols.'6 


5. The investigation revealed the following issues related to the initial separation, 
monitoring, and PSS at scene by Sergeant Giargiari: 


e According to Sergeant Giargiari, he did not advise Officer Chamu not to discuss 
the incident because she was being transported to the hospital, which, in his 
opinion, created separation from Officer Love El. 


e Sergeant Giargiari did not obtain a PSS at scene from either officer. Regarding 
this decision, he advised that he discussed the incident with the Acting Watch 
Commander, Sergeant Cohen, and her plan was to have an additional supervisor 
respond to assist with the PSS and the separation and monitoring. 


e As stated above, Sergeant Giargiari did not obtain a PSS from Officer Love El; 
however, at approximately 1227:28 hours, his BWV captured him discussing the 
incident with her. He stated that he had only received secondhand information 
up to that point, and briefly asked her to summarize the incident so he could 
provide accurate information to the Watch Commander and FID. Regarding his 
decision to have her summarize the information and not complete a PSS, 
Sergeant Giargiari stated, “/ just didn't think as an incident commander, my -- my 
primary role at that time was the tactical part with the dogs, making sure they 
were contained. And | knew somebody else was en route to do that, so I didn't 
see the need to do it right away.”"” 


e While monitoring Officer Love El, prior to the arrival of Sergeant Hale, Sergeant 
Giargiari walked to his police vehicle, which was parked on Wilmington Avenue, 
south of 107" Street, to obtain forms. Meanwhile, Officer Love El remained at 
the scene of the OIS. The investigation determined it took Sergeant Giargiari 
approximately two and one-half minutes to walk to his vehicle and return to the 





15 Gleaned from Officer Chamu’s BWV between approximately 1211:05 — 1211:55 hours. 
16 Gleaned from Officer Love El’s BWV at approximately 1210:20 and 1211:12 hours respectively. 


17 Giargiari, Page 27, Lines 15-20. 
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scene. According to Sergeant Giargiari, he was still able to visually monitor 
Officer Love El from his vehicle location. 


6. The following discrepancies were noted regarding the documentation of the 
separation and monitoring of officers: 


e Sergeant Baumann’s log indicated that between the times of 1315-1335 hours, 
she responded to the hospital and transported Officer Chamu to Southeast 
Station. There is no further information provided about who she relinquished 
monitoring duties to. The Watch Commander’s log indicated that Sergeant 
Cohen took over monitoring duties of Officer Chamu at 1333 hours. 


e Sergeant Taylor's log indicated he transported Officer Chamu back to the scene 
at 1610 hours; however, Lieutenant Hendley’s Watch Commander's log 
documented this time as 1600 hours. 


e Sergeant Taylor's log indicated he transported Officer Chamu back to the station 
at 1658 hours; however, Lieutenant Hendley’s Watch Commander log 
documented this time as 1700 hours. 


On May 5, 2020, Force Investigation Group, Commanding Officer, Commander Timothy 
Nordquist, Serial No. 35492, informed the Director, Office of Operations, Assistant Chief 
Robert N. Arcos, of the above issues. Commander Nordquist also informed the 
Commanding Officer, Support Services Group, Commander Ed Prokop of the issue 
concerning Communications Division. 


FID Supplemental Report'® 
On Page 17, [of the FID report] the second and third bullets under Issues and Concerns 
No. 6 reference the Watch Commander's Log of Southeast Patrol Division Lieutenant | 


Hendley Hawkins, Serial No. 34094. In both references, Lieutenant Hawkins is referred 
to in the report as Lieutenant Hendley and should be changed to Lieutenant Hawkins. 


[This space intentionally left blank. ] 





18 On November 30, 2020, the Commanding Officer, FID issued a supplemental report regarding this 
case. 
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CHIEF OF POLICE REPORT” 


Chief of Police Findings 


Tactics — Administrative Disapproval, Officers Chamu and Love El. 
Drawing/Exhibiting — In Policy, No Further Action, Officer Chamu and Love El. 
Lethal Use of Force — Out of Policy, Administrative Disapproval, Officer Chamu. 


Chief of Police Analysis 


Detention 
e Does not apply. 
Tactics 


e Department policy relative to Tactical Debriefs is: “The collective review of an 
incident to identify those areas where actions and decisions were effective and those 
areas where actions and decisions could have been improved. The intent of a 
Tactical Debrief is to enhance future performance.” 


Department policy relative to Administrative Disapproval is: “A finding, supported by 
a preponderance of the evidence that the tactics employed during a CUOF incident 
unjustifiably and substantially deviated from approved Department tactical training” 
(Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume 3, Section 792.05). 


The evaluation of tactics requires that consideration be given to the fact that officers 
are forced to make split-second decisions under very stressful and dynamic 
circumstances. Tactics are conceptual and intended to be flexible and incident 
specific, which requires that each incident be looked at objectively and the tactics be 
evaluated based on the totality of the circumstances. 


Tactical De-Escalation 


e Tactical de-escalation involves the use of techniques to reduce the intensity of an 
encounter with a suspect and enable an officer to have additional options to gain 
voluntary compliance or mitigate the need to use a higher level of force while 
maintaining control of the situation. 





19 The information provided in this section summarizes the analysis and findings set forth in the Chief of 
Police’s report for this case. 
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Tactical De-Escalation Techniques 


Planning 

Assessment 

Time 

Redeployment and/or Containment 

Other Resources 

Lines of Communication (Use of Force - Tactics Directive No. 16, October 
2016, Tactical De-Escalation Techniques) 


Tactical de-escalation does not require that an officer compromise his or her safety 
or increase the risk of physical harm to the public. De-escalation techniques should 
only be used when it is safe and prudent to do so. 


Planning — According to Officers Chamu and Love El, the day of this incident was 
their first time working together. At the beginning of their watch, Officers Chamu and 
Love El discussed the equipment they carry, contact and cover responsibilities, and 
the types of incidents they like to handle. Officers Chamu and Love EIl believed that, 
based off the comments of the radio call, the dogs appeared to be contained in the 
yard. Officers Chamu’s plan was to make contact with the dogs’ owner and have the 
owner remove the dogs from the neighbor’s property. Officers Chamu and Love El 
did not believe a fire extinguisher or other tools would be needed. Upon arrival to 
the location, Officers Chamu and Love El met with Zeledon, who was a Spanish 
speaker. Zeledon conversed with Officer Chamu in Spanish and advised her that 
the dogs were vicious, and they resided at an adjacent residence. Officer Chamu 
did not advise Officer Love El that the dogs were vicious or had attacked anyone. 


Officers Chamu and Love EIl did not discuss a tactical plan or communicate a plan 
on how they would handle the dogs; however, Officer Love El took it upon herself to 
remove her baton and run it along the iron fence to verify if the dogs were still there. 
As Zeledon walked north on the sidewalk, Officers Chamu and Love EIl followed 
Zeledon, assuming Zeledon was going to contact the dogs’ owner, but this was not 
communicated between the officers. Upon passing the fence gaps, Officer Chamu 
stopped and reached her hand out towards the dogs as they stood on the opposite 
side of the fence, next to the gaps in the fence. Officers Chamu and Love El failed 
to communicate a plan between each other on how they would proceed. Officer 
Chamu did not communicate her intention to grab the brown dog’s chain to Officer 
Love El when reaching her hand out towards the dogs on the other side of the fence. 


Officer Love El noted the gaps in the fence and warned Officer Chamu that the dogs 
might be able to exit from the opening. As both dogs exited and lunged towards 
Officer Chamu, the officers did not communicate their intentions or a plan to stop the 
dogs’ actions. 
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The Chair of the UOFRB concluded, and the Chief concurred, that while this incident 
was the first time Officers Chamu and Love El had worked together as partners, 
each radio call and patrol situation merits its own discussion and individual plan on 
how to best address the incident. The officers’ plan lacked depth and detail when 
confronted by aggressive dogs and controlling the scene. The Chair of the VOFRB 
noted that a proper plan included being in possession of all equipment necessary to 
accomplish a task. Officers Chamu and Love El’s lack of required equipment limited 
their planning and accessibility to their baton and Taser, which may have proven 
effective against the dogs’ actions and provided additional force options in dealing 
with the incident. The Chief would have preferred Officers Chamu and Love El been 
in possession of their required patrol equipment and had developed a more robust 
plan prior to arriving to this incident. 


Assessment — When Officers’ Chamu and Love El arrived on scene, they parked 
their police vehicle south of the location. The officers approached the location and 
made contact on the sidewalk with Zeledon and Ignacio. Officers Chamu and Love 
El did not observe any dogs at the location. Zeledon advised Officer Chamu that the 
dogs were located on the other side of the fence in the yard. Zeledon further 
advised Officer Chamu that the dogs were vicious and did not belong on the 
property. Officer Chamu also spoke to Ignacio, who advised her the dogs had 
attacked Guillermo in the past. Officer Chamu, who is Spanish speaking, did not 
translate all the pertinent details to Officer Love El, who is not Spanish speaking. 


Officer Love El wanted to verify if the dogs were on the premises, so she removed 
her baton and ran the end of the baton back and forth against the iron fence, 
creating a loud noise. A white dog and brown dog, with an approximate four-foot 
chain attached to its collar, emerged from the north side of the residence and ran 
towards the front fence, barking. 


Officer Chamu perceived that the dogs were contained in the yard, appeared 
“happy,” and opined that the dogs were behaving territorial because they lived at the 
location, despite the information that had been provided by Zeledon, which 
according to Officer Chamu, Zeledon described the dogs as being “vicious.” Officers 
Chamu and Love EIl did not treat the dogs as a threat although the information 
provided by Zeledon and Ignacio described the dogs as being vicious and having 
previously attempted to attack them. Despite the concerns communicated by 
Zeledon and Ignacio, Officer Love El again ran her baton along the fence, and 
Officer Chamu placed her right hand between the gaps in the fence, talking to the 
dogs and making noises. 


As Zeledon walked north on the sidewalk, Officer Chamu observed a few of the iron 
rods of the fence were missing, creating a wider than normal space between them, 
but did not communicate this information. Officer Chamu assessed that the dogs 
would not exit the property because the dogs had not exited when Zeledon passed 
the gaps in the fence. Officer Love El noted the opening in the fence and warned 
Officer Chamu that the dogs might be able to exit. As the dogs emerged from the 
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opening of the fence and lunged towards Officer Chamu, Officer Chamu recognized 
that the dogs were a threat, had bit her, and were continuing to attempt to bite her. 


Upon discharging her service pistol, Officer Chamu assessed that her fired round 
had startled the dogs causing them to move away from her. Officer Chamu 
assessed that the dogs had re-entered the yard, advised Officer Love El to no longer 
attempt to contact the dogs, and to move to cover. 


The Chair of the UOFRB concluded, and the Chief concurred, that Officers Chamu 
and Love El made multiple observations and assessments throughout the incident 
that indicated the dogs could be a threat to them; however, they disregarded those 
assessments, beginning with the comments of the radio call. Officers Chamu and 
Love El’s actions intensified the situation and Officer Chamu placed herself in an 
unsafe location next to the opening in the fence. 


Time — Officers Chamu and Love El responded to the Code Two radio call and 
arrived approximately 30 minutes after the radio call was generated. While enroute 
to the call, Officers Chamu and Love El discussed the comments of the call and 
assumed the dogs resided at the location and were contained in the yard. As there 
was no exigency, Officers Chamu and Love El were afforded with time while enroute 
to the radio call to create a more robust tactical plan. Additionally, the officers had 
time while interviewing witnesses to verify the information and elicit additional 
information which could assist Officers Love El and Chamu in developing a plan and 
taking action with respect to the dogs. Officer Love El removed her baton and ran it 
along the iron fence to get the dogs’ attention and verify they were still present in the 
yard; however, upon doing so, Officer Love El and Chamu continued to create noise 
to entice the dogs to the fence, which by Officer Chamu’s account, the dogs 
appeared upset. 


Once the dogs exited the fence and Officer Chamu identified them as a threat. 
Officer Chamu attempted to redeploy by utilizing distance to afford her additional 
time to manage the threat and Officer Love El walked backwards northbound; 
however, the dogs lunged towards Officer Chamu reducing the distance and time 
Officer Chamu had to redeploy to safety and consider other tactical options. 


The Chair of the UOFRB concluded that Officer Chamu and Love El did not have 
any exigency in making contact with the dogs and were afforded with time to 
develop a detailed and comprehensive tactical plan. Officers Chamu and Love El’s 
actions further intensified the situation, causing the incident to quickly escalate. The 
Chief would have preferred that Officers Chamu and Love El utilize their time to 
have properly equipped themselves, formulated a solid tactical plan, requested 
additional resources, and maintained communication with each other. 


Redeployment and/or Containment — When Officers Chamu and Love EIl arrived 

at the scene and met with Zeledon and Ignacio, the dogs were not visible and were 

contained in the yard. The dogs had not exited the opening of the front fence prior 
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to Officer Chamu stopping at the opening of the fence and reaching out to the dogs. 
When the dogs exited the opening of the fence and lunged towards Officer Chamu, 
Officer Chamu backed away from the dogs to create distance while continuing to 
assess and face the threat. Officer Love El began walking backwards and away 
upon seeing the dogs exit the fence. 


The Chair of the UOFRB noted that upon Officers Chamu and Love El’s arrival, the 
dogs were contained in the yard and did not appear to be attempting to harm anyone 
at that time. Officer Love El’s actions of running her baton along the fence to verify if 
the dogs were at the location, and then continue to run her baton along the fence 
after observing the dogs, may have further agitated the dogs. Officer Chamu placed 
herself in an unsafe location next to the opening of the fence. Officer Chamu 
believed that her prior experience with similar radio calls and assumption that the 
dogs would not exit if given an opportunity, afforded her safety. Officer Chamu’s 
actions limited her time to react and redeploy to a safer location once the dogs 
exited. The Chair of the UOFRB was critical of Officer Chamu’s decision to stop in 
front of the fence opening and place her hand towards the dogs through the fence 
opening rather than redeploy to a safer location. The Chief would have preferred 
that Officer Chamu communicated her intentions with Officer Love El, recognized the 
potential threat created with the fence opening, and both officers had redeployed to 
deal with the threat as a coordinated team. In addition, the Chief would have 
preferred that Officers Chamu and Love El contact the Department of Animal 
Services, who are better prepared to deal with such incidents, and have them make 
contact with the dogs once Officers Chamu and Love EIl verified that the safety of 
community members had not been compromised. 


Other Resources — While responding to the radio call location, Officers Chamu and 
Love El did not utilize other available tools at their disposal to manage the dogs due 
their assumption the dogs were contained in a yard. Officers Chamu and Love El 
proceeded to investigate the radio call without all of their required equipment. 
Officer Chamu and Love El’s complacency prior to arriving at the scene and at the 
time of their initial investigation, allowed them to believe that additional equipment 
and resources would not be needed. Without a tactical plan, Officers Chamu and 
Love El did not discuss or request additional resources to assist them with the 
incident and took it upon themselves to handle the situation, disregarding the 
guidelines outlined in the Use of Force - Tactics Directive for Dog Encounters. 


The Chair of the UOFRB noted that Officers Chamu and Love El’s lack of a tactical 
plan, lack of adherence to the guidelines within the Tactics Directive regarding Dog 
Encounters, and not having their required equipment, highlighted their complacency 
during this incident and the Chief concurred. The Chief would have preferred 
Officers Chamu and Love El had their required equipment on them, utilized the tools 
at their disposal, and requested other resources as additional options to 

de-escalate a situation. 
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Lines of Communication — Upon arrival at the location, Officer Chamu conversed 
with Zeledon in Spanish; however, she did not relay the pertinent information to 
Officer Love El, who did not speak Spanish. Information with regard to the incident, 
such as the dogs had previously attacked a neighbor and were vicious, was not 
relayed to Officer Love El. Neither of the officers discussed a plan after speaking 
with the witnesses and verifying the dogs were still present at the location. The 
officers made assumptions, rather than have a discussion as to how they were going 
to proceed with handling the radio call. 


Officer Chamu broadcast an “Officer needs help, shots fired” call after discharging 
her weapon and further broadcast the OIS involved an animal. Officer Chamu also 
requested the response of the Department of Animal Services. Officer Love El 
requested a supervisor, recognizing the incident had escalated, and requested an 
RA for Officer Chamu after verifying Officer Chamu had been bitten and required 
medical treatment. Officers Chamu and Love El advised Zeledon to move to a safer 
location after the OIS concluded. 


Upon the arrival of additional officers, Officers Love El and Chamu warned the other 
officers regarding the gap in the fence. 


The Chair of the UOFRB noted that although Officers Chamu and Love El made the 
appropriate notifications and requests after the incident occurred, the officers did not 
communicate a specific tactical plan with each other with regard to this radio call and 
had little communication between each other during the incident. The Chair of the 
UOFRB was critical of Officers Chamu and Love El’s lack of communication among 
each other as the dogs emerged and presented themselves as a threat and the 
Chief concurred. This deficiency in communication led to Officers Chamu and Love 
El facing a serious threat without preparedness and discussion, limiting their ability 
to deal with the threat the dogs presented. 


During the review of the incident, the following Debriefing Topics were noted: 


Debriefing Point No. 1 Required Equipment — Taser (Substantial Deviation, 
without justification — Officer Love El) 


All on-duty uniformed officers, who are deployed to the field and trained to operate 
an Electronic Control Device, shall carry a TASER X26P on their person, utilizing a 
Department-approved holster, unless either is unavailable (Office of Operations, 
Operations Order No. 4, TASER X26P Deployment — Established, September 21, 
2015). 


The FID investigation revealed that Officer Love El was not equipped with a Taser 
on her person at the time of the incident. Officer Love El was not personally 
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assigned a Taser” and according to the Kitroom Inventory Tracking System (KITS) 
for that date, Officer Love El did not check out a Taser from the Kitroom. Southeast 
Area conducted an audit on the availability of Tasers for check out by personnel on 
the morning of March 8, 2020 (date of the incident) and concluded there were seven 
Tasers available to Officer Love El to check out from the Southeast Area Kitroom.*' 


In this case, Officer Love El was not equipped with a Taser and did not check out a 
Taser from Southeast Area’s Kitroom, which limited the available force options to 
Officer Love El when she and Officer Chamu were confronted by the dogs and 
during any other field operations. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Chair of the UOFRB determined, and 
the Chief concurred, that Officer Love El’s lack of having a Taser on her person was 
a substantial deviation, without justification, from approved Department tactical 
training. The Chief will direct that these issues be topics of discussion during the 
Tactical Debrief. 


Note: It is the Department’s expectation and policy that officers 
working a uniform assignment be equipped with a Taser on their 
person. As a result, Southeast Area has initiated a personnel 
complaint for Officer Love El’s failure to adhere to Department policy 
as required. The Commanding Officer of Operations — South 

Bureau and the Director of the Office of Operations concurred with this 
action. 


Debriefing Point No. 2 Dog Encounters (Substantial Deviation, without justification 
— Officers Chamu and Love El) 


An officer's main concern upon arriving at the scene of a call is safety. 


The sight of a uniform may agitate a dog. If officers must approach, be aware the 
dog may view this as an aggressive action or encroachment and become hostile. 
Dogs tend to regard their owner's property as their territory and may defend it by 
growling, barking, or assuming aggressive body language. 


Dogs communicate through body language. Observe the dog's demeanor for 
change. Facial expression, ear posture, tail carriage, hackle (hair on back) display, 
and body stance signal a dog's state of fear, excitement, aggression or submission. 
Signs of potential hostility in a dog include bared teeth, flattened ears, erect tail, stiff 
legs, and bristling back hair. 





20 Officer Love El was a probationary police officer at Southeast Area. Southeast Area does not 
permanently issue probationary police officers a Taser due to lack of inventory. 


21A Kitroom is a designated room which serves as a storage and distribution center for equipment to 
Department personnel. 
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Officers should try to avoid using community members, especially children, to assist 
in containing or controlling the dog when they know it is vicious or poses a threat. 


Officers confronted by a hostile dog should remain still, face the animal, and employ 
the following tactics should the dog advance: 


Voice Commands 

Oleoresin Capsicum Spray (OC) 
Baton 

Fire Extinguishers 

TASER 

Beanbag Shotgun 

Kicks 

Lethal Force 


Unexpected confrontations with a dog require officers to be aware of their 
surroundings and be prepared to act quickly and appropriately to a dog's approach. 
There is no single tool that is the ideal solution. Generally, the use of voice 
commands will calm most dogs. In addition, the use of OC spray, a baton, or fire 
extinguisher can be effective on aggressive dogs. By remaining alert and using 
common sense, officers can avoid most hostile dog injuries (LAPD Use of Force- 
Tactics Directive, Dog Encounters, Directive No. 7.1, September 2014). 


Based off the comments of the radio call and Officers Chamu’s interview of Zeledon 
and Ignacio, the officers were made aware that the dogs were vicious and had 
previously attempted to bite others. To verify that the dogs were still at the location, 
Officer Love El ran her side handle baton along the iron fence, creating a loud noise. 
Upon observing the dogs emerge from the northeast side of the property, Officer 
Love El continued to move her baton along the fence, creating additional loud 
noises. Neither Officers Chamu nor Love El communicated their plans for 
redeployment or how they would handle the incident. Officer Chamu attempted to 
calm the dogs down by sticking her hand through the fence, so the dogs could smell 
her scent. As the dogs ran northbound through the front yard, Officers Chamu and 
Love El tapped on the iron fence with their hands, creating additional disturbances 
for the dogs. After perceiving the dogs were contained in the yard with no 
community members in danger, Officers Chamu and Love El walked northbound on 
the sidewalk. Officer Chamu and Officer Love El observed an opening in the fence. 
Instead of redeploying to a safer location, Officer Chamu stopped at the opening of 
the fence and stuck her hand towards the dogs. The dogs exited through the iron 
fence and lunged at Officer Chamu. 


Officers Chamu and Love El had sufficient time to develop a tactical plan, discuss 
effective tools when encountering dogs, and there was no urgent need to make 
contact with the dogs. In this case, instead of allowing the appropriate resources, 
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such as Los Angeles Animal Services, to handle the dogs, Officers Chamu and Love 
El took it upon themselves to make contact with the dogs without having a tactical 
plan or communicating their intentions with each other. 


The Chair of the UOFRB noted that in analyzing this incident, there were a series of 
missteps and a sense of complacency by the officers throughout the incident that 
caused the Chair to be concerned, which ultimately culminated in an OIS. The 
totality of the circumstances of this OIS were taken into consideration as to the 
reasonableness of the officers’ actions, as well as the uncertainties that exist when 
responding to radio calls for service which a patrol officer can encounter. An 
officer's main concern upon arriving at the scene of a call is safety. The Chief would 
have preferred Officers Chamu and Love El had developed a more robust plan prior 
to their arrival and had all of their necessary equipment with them. The Chief would 
have preferred Officers Chamu and Love El had an open conversation with each 
other throughout the entirety of this incident and functioned as a team in dealing with 
the threat the dogs presented. Furthermore, the Chief would have preferred that 
Officers Chamu and Love El actions adhered to the guidelines for encounters with 
dogs and not have initiated contact with the dogs who were contained at the 
location. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Chair of the UOFRB determined, and 
the Chief concurred, that Officers Chamu and Love El’s failure to adhere to the 
Department protocols with regard to encounters with dogs were a substantial 
deviation, without justification, from approved Department tactical training. The 
Chief will direct that these issues be topics of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Debriefing Point No. 3 Tactical Planning/Tactical Communication (Substantial 
Deviation, without justification — Officers Chamu and Love El) 


Officers are trained to work together and function as a team. In order to ensure 
officer safety and help ensure an appropriate outcome, the primary officers and 
cover officers must effectively communicate with one another. Appropriate 
communication involves advising the primary officer of any critical occurrences or 
safety issues (California Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training 
Learning, Domain No. 22). 


Officers must approach every contact with officer safety in mind. Complacency, 
overconfidence, poor planning, or inappropriate positioning can leave officers 
vulnerable to attack (California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and 
Training, Learning Domain 21). 


Operational success is based on the ability of officers to effectively communicate 
during critical incidents. Officers, when faced with a tactical incident, improve their 
overall safety by their ability to recognize an unsafe situation and work collectively to 
ensure a successful resolution. 
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Officers Chamu and Love El were aware that the dogs were vicious and had 
attempted to bite Guillermo based off the comments of the radio call and the 
conversations with witnesses Ignacio and Zeledon. However, Officers Chamu and 
Love El did not communicate or formulate a plan on their intended actions on how 
they would handle the dogs after receiving this information and while making initial 
contact with the dogs in the yard. 


Officer Chamu conversed with Zeledon in Spanish; however, Officer Chamu did not 
advise Officer Love El, who was not a Spanish speaker, that Zeledon described the 
dogs as being vicious and that the dogs had attacked Ignacio’s son previously. Prior 
to attempting to make contact with the dogs, Officers Chamu’s limited plan consisted 
of making contact with the dogs’ owner to have them control the dogs and remove 
the dogs from the neighbor’s property. However, Officer Chamu did not 
communicate her plan to Officer Love El. Once Officers Chamu and Love El verified 
that the dogs were at the location, both officers continued to create noises to 
maintain sight of the dogs but did not communicate their further intentions or a 
specific plan, but rather made assumptions of what they would be doing to resolve 
the incident. Officers Chamu and Love El followed Zeledon assuming they were 
going to attempt to make contact with the dogs’ owner but did not discuss this 
intention with each other or with Zeledon. Additionally, Officers Chamu and Love El 
did not consider requesting any additional resources and dismissed utilizing the tools 
that were available to them, such as a fire extinguisher. Officers Chamu and Love El 
observed that the dogs were in the yard; however, they intensified the situation by 
further disturbing the dogs after the initial contact, rather than allowing the dogs to 
remain contained and ensuring the safety of others through communication with the 
witnesses and impacted residents where the dogs were contained. Officer Chamu 
acknowledged that the dogs appeared upset when she contacted the dogs at the 
fence opening. Officers Love El and Chamu placed themselves at a tactical 
disadvantage and in an unsafe location near the opening of the iron fence and 
endangered the pedestrians in the area by continuing to entice the dogs towards the 
fence. 


In this case, Officers Chamu and Love El had time to communicate and formulate a 
tactical while enroute to the radio call and also upon their arrival once they verified 
that the dogs were on the premises. In addition, as part of their planning process 
Officers Chamu and Love EIl did not have all their required equipment when they 
exited their police vehicle and dismissed the use of a fire extinguisher, believing it 
would not be needed in this incident, and disregarded other tools, such as a baton or 
OC spray. Furthermore, officers are expected to work together and communicate, 
strategize, and operate as a team while confronting incidents. Officers Chamu and 
Love El’s lack of communication with each other, as well as Officer Chamu placing 
her hand through the fence opening to calm the “upset” dogs was deliberated with 
great concern. 


The Chair of the UOFRB concluded that in analyzing this incident, it was not one 
deviation, but a series of missteps throughout the entire incident that caused 
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concern. The totality of the circumstances of this OIS were taken into consideration 
as to the reasonableness, as well as the uncertainty of this encounter due to lack of 
communication and planning, and overall complacency exhibited by Officers Chamu 
and Love El. The Chief would have preferred Officers Chamu and Love El had 
developed and discussed a detailed plan and had all of their necessary equipment 
with them prior to their start of watch and during this incident in order to work 
towards reducing the intensity of this encounter. Furthermore, the Chief would have 
preferred that Officers Chamu and Love El had an open conversation with each 
other throughout the entirety of the incident and functioned more as a team in 
dealing with the threat the dogs presented. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Chair of the UOFRB determined, and 
the Chief concurred, that Officers Chamu and Love El’s lack of planning and 
communication were a substantial deviation, without justification, from approved 
Department tactical training. The Chief will direct that these issues be topics of 
discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Additional Tactical Debrief Topics 


Situational Awareness (Safety of Civilians) — Officers Chamu and Love El 
followed Zeledon who was walking north on the sidewalk. As the dogs exited the 
fence and lunged towards Officer Chamu, both officers unholstered their service 
pistols. Officers Chamu and Love El did not advise Zeledon to move to a safe 
location until after the OIS had concluded. The aggressive behavior of the dogs 
presented a significant concern for the safety of the community, as well as the 
officers. Officers Chamu and Love El are reminded to warn community members of 
the existence of potential hazards and advise the community to seek a safe location. 
The Chief directed that this be a topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Retention of Equipment — Officer Love El walked northbound on the sidewalk of 
Wilmington Avenue and held her side handle baton in her left hand. When Officer 
Love El observed the dogs close distance to Officer Chamu, Officer Love El 
transitioned her baton to her right hand by the long, extended portion of the baton. 
Officer Love El briefly held her baton in a two-handed grip prior to attempting to 
secure the baton. Unable to secure her baton in her baton ring, Officer Love El 
dropped her baton onto the ground and unholstered her service pistol. Officer Love 
El is reminded of the importance of effectively securing her equipment so it can be 
readily available to her if needed and to also prevent he equipment from becoming a 
hazard or utilized as a weapon by others. The Chief directed that this be a topic of 
discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Command and Control 


Command and Control is the use of active leadership to direct others while using 
available resources to coordinate a response, accomplish tasks and minimize risk. 
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Command uses active leadership to establish order, provide stability and structure, 
set objectives and create conditions under which the function of control can be 
achieved with minimal risk. Control implements the plan of action while continuously 
assessing the situation, making necessary adjustments, managing resources, 
managing the scope of the incident (containment), and evaluating whether existing 
Department protocols apply to the incident. 


Command and Control is a process where designated personnel use active 
leadership to command others while using available resources to accomplish tasks 
and minimize risk. Active leadership provides clear, concise, and unambiguous 
communication to develop and implement a plan, direct personnel and manage 
resources. The senior officer or any person on scene who has gained sufficient 
situational awareness shall initiate Command and Control and develop a plan of 
action. Command and Control will provide direction, help manage resources, and 
make it possible to achieve the desired outcome. Early considerations of PATROL 
will assist with the Command and Control process (LAPD, Training Bulletin, Volume 
XLVII Issue 4, July 2018). 


Incident Commander (IC) — In accordance with Department Policy, the IC sets the 
objectives, the strategy and directs the tactical response. Directing the tactical 
response means applying tactics appropriate to the strategy, assigning the right 
resources and monitoring performance (Supervisor’s Field Operations Guide, 
Volume 2, LAPD Emergency Operations Guide). 


Sergeant Giargiari was the first supervisor at scene and identified himself as the 
Incident Commander. Sergeant Giargiari was the only Southeast Patrol Division 
supervisor available at the time of the incident. Sergeant Giargiari identified Officers 
Chamu and Love El as being involved in the incident. Sergeant Giargiari informed 
Sergeant Cohen that Officer Chamu was being transported to the hospital and a 
supervisor was needed for Officer Chamu. Sergeant Giargiari did not advise Officer 
Chamu or Officer Love El not to discuss the incident. Sergeant Giargiari did not 
obtain a PSS from Officers Chamu or Love El; however, Sergeant Giargiari’s BWV 
captured him discussing the incident with Officer Love El. According to Sergeant 
Giargiari, Sergeant Cohen advised him Sergeant Hale would respond to assist with 
the PSS, separation, and monitoring of Officers Love El and Chamu. Sergeant 
Giargiari monitored Officer Love El while also managing the incident but walked 
away from the OIS scene to his police vehicle, leaving Officer Love El unmonitored 
for approximately two and a half minutes. After the officers secured the fence 
opening within the area of the OIS, Sergeant Giargiari allowed officers to remain in 
the immediate area where evidence was present. 


The Chair of the UOFRB considered that this incident was Sergeant Giargiari’s first 
Categorical Use of Force incident handled as a supervisor; however, the Chair of the 
UOFRB identified multiple concerns where there was room for improvement. In this 
case, Sergeant Giargiari’s actions were not consistent with Department supervisory 


27 


training and did not meet the Chief's expectations of a field supervisor during a 
critical incident. 


Sergeant Cohen requested a 77" Street Patrol Division supervisor to respond to the 
hospital to monitor Officer Chamu because there were no supervisors available in 
Southeast Patrol Division. 


Sergeant Hale arrived at scene, obtained a PSS from Officer Love El, and 
admonished her not to speak about the incident. 


Sergeant Baumann responded to the hospital and transported Officer Chamu to 
Southeast CPS where Sergeant Cohen obtained a PSS. 


Sergeant Taylor monitored and transported Officer Chamu to the OIS scene to meet 
with FID personnel and returned Officer Chamu to Southeast CPS. 


The actions of Sergeants Hale, Baumann, Cohen, and Taylor were consistent with 
Department supervisory training and met the Chief's expectations of field 
supervisors during a critical incident. 


Tactical Debrief 


In conducting an objective assessment of this case, the Chair of the VOFRB 
determined, and the Chief concurred, that Officers Chamu and Love El’s actions 
were a substantial deviation, without justification, from Department policy and 
tactical training, thus requiring a finding of Administrative Disapproval. 


Each tactical incident also merits a comprehensive debriefing. In this case, there 
were identified areas where improvement could be made. A Tactical Debrief is the 
appropriate forum for involved personnel to discuss individual actions that took place 
during this incident. 


Therefore, the Chief will direct Officers Chamu and Love El to attend a Tactical 
Debrief that shall include discussions pertaining to the above Debriefing Topics 
along with the following mandatory topics: 


Use of Force Policy; 

Equipment Required/Maintained; 

Tactical Planning; 

Radio and Tactical Communication (including Code Six); 
Tactical De-Escalation; 

Command and Control; and, 

Lethal Force. 
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General Training Update (GTU) 


On March 19, 2019, Officer Chamu attended a GTU. All mandatory topics were 
covered including Animal Encounters. 


Drawing/Exhibiting 


Department policy relative to drawing and exhibiting a firearm is: “An officer’s 
decision to draw or exhibit a firearm should be based on the tactical situation and the 
officer’s reasonable belief there is a substantial risk that the situation may escalate 
to the point where deadly force may be justified” (Los Angeles Police Department 
Manual, Volume No. 1, Section 556.80). 


Officer Chamu (First Occurrence) 


According to Officer Chamu, when both dogs exited the fence and charged her, she 
backed away from the dogs approximately three to four steps onto the dirt parkway. 
The white dog began to bark and jumped up, attempting to bite Officer Chamu’s right 
hand, but did not “really catch” her hand. Officer Chamu attempted to “shoo them 
away,” but the brown dog approached on her left side, jumped, and grabbed a hold 
of Officer Chamu, biting Officer Chamu’s left leg. Officer Chamu described the bite 
as, “he kind of bit and let go.” Officer Chamu stated she realized the dogs were 
trying to attack her. Officer Chamu drew out her service pistol and aimed down 
towards the dog’s face because she believed if she did not shoot at the dog, the dog 
would “tear a piece of her body away.” 


Officer Chamu recalled, / originally saw the dogs charging at me, and I yelled at 
them hoping that they would retreat, because my intention was not to harm them. 
But as soon as | saw them jumping at me, | unholstered my pistol, because one had 
already jumped up at me to attack me.?? 


It must have been approximately three, four steps before | -- before | stepped onto 
the dirt. Because it was a small sidewalk and small dirt before | was backed into a 
vehicle and the tree on my right-hand side.?° 


As the dogs started approaching me and | saw them charging at me, | started to 
back up, but there wasn't any cover. It was just a tree that was to my right rear side 
and there was a vehicle right behind me, so I kind of was cornered in as | tried to 
back up. | stepped off the sidewalk into the dirt when the dog still kept coming at 
me. There was a white one that jumped on my right-hand side and a little brown one 





22 Chamu, Page 26, Lines 6-11. 


23 Id., Page 38, Lines 14-18. 
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that jumped to my left. They kind of just triangulated me. And the left one -- the dog 
on the left was the one that actually bit me.*4 


One of the dogs jumped up at me, but it didn't really catch my hand. At that moment 
I tried to shoo them away, but one -- the second dog approached me from the left 
side and he jumped up and grabbed ahold of me. So he kind of bit and let go. And I 
noticed that's when I realized the dogs are actually really trying to attack me. 

They're not trying to just like shoo me away. So! drew out my firearm, because | 
knew that at that moment if | don't shoot at the dog, it's going to -- it's going to tear a 
piece of my body away.*° 


So | aimed towards the short brown dog, because that's the one that actually bit 
me.?®...it (muzzle) was in a downward motion towards the dog's face, but towards 
the ground.” 


Officer Chamu (Second Occurrence) 


According to the FID Investigation, Officer Chamu briefly holstered her service pistol 
after picking up Officer Love El’s baton; however, when the dogs began to bark and 
appeared to move towards the fence, Officer Chamu was depicted on Officer Love 
El’s BWV unholstering a second time. 


Note: Officer Chamu did not recall holstering and unholstering her 
service pistol a second time during this incident. 


According to Officer Chamu, she advised Officer Love El to seek cover because the 
dogs had previously attacked Officer Chamu and Officer Chamu believed the dogs 
were going to attack them. Officers Chamu and Love El returned to their police 
vehicle for cover. 


Officer Chamu recalled, / advised my partner to try to get some cover because the 
dogs were actually going to attack and they actually did attack me. So we went back 
to the vehicle and it was probably like the only decent cover we had away from the 
dogs. | holstered my firearm when other units started arriving.” 





24 Id., Page 29, Lines 6-17. 

25 Id., Page 12, Lines 1-12. 

26 Id., Page 26, Line 25, and Page 27, Line 1. 
27 Id., Page 28, Lines 11-13. 

28 Id., Page 13, Lines 2-7. 
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Officer Love El 


According to Officer Love El, she unholstered her service pistol because she was 
ready to fire at the dogs and believed the situation had gotten to the point where 
deadly force may be justified. Officer Love El heard Officer Chamu give commands 
to the dogs, stating “Get back.” Officer Love El observed the dogs jumping up and 
Officer Chamu kicking. Officer Love El stated she did not want to shoot Officer 
Chamu’s leg or foot but did not want the dogs to puncture Officer Chamu. Officer 
Love El believed she had a “good shot,” but assessed that the brown dog was too 
close to Officer Chamu. Officer Love El repeatedly placed her finger on and off the 
trigger as she assessed her ability to safely discharge her service pistol. Officer 
Love El heard Officer Chamu’s shot and observed the dogs run northbound. The 
dogs lingered and then went back in the gate. 


Officer Love El recalled, So as I unholster, | come out and I'm going from one to four 
because l'm ready to fire at the dog. l'm ready to fire at the dogs, because l'm 
seeing them keep coming. They're not -- she's giving them commands. She's 
saying, "Get back. You better get back." My partner unholstered. I'm like okay. | 
have to fire at this dog.” 


So the reason | unholstered was because this situation can -- the situation can go to 
the point where deadly force may be justified. And it was also to the point whereas | 
didn't -- the dogs was coming at her so much and | didn't see that -- | didn't know 
whether or not they were going to bite her, whether or not they had bitten her. But! 
didn't want her to be at a point where she's at a disadvantage where she actually got 
bit and she was injured or it was something that was -- that was going to puncture 
her or defame her in any way or her body. So that's why I unholstered.°° 


Because at that point the dog was coming -- the way he as coming at my partner, | 
didn't want it to get to the point whereas my partner went down and they maul her 
face or they maul her neck or anything like that. So | wanted to try to de-escalate 
that situation as best as | could from a tactical advantage. And | felt like the lethal 
was the only thing.*' 


But the dog kept jumping up and jumping back and jumping up and jumping back. 
So as he's doing that, my partner's leg is right there. So my partner is kind of like 
kicking. So I was like | don't want to shoot my partner's leg or her foot, but the dog is 





2 Love El, Page 14, Lines 2-8. 
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31 


coming up and coming back. So it's kind of like from what | was seeing, l'm like 
okay -- okay. | have it. | don't have it. I have it. | don't have it.?? 


| kept putting it on and taking it on and putting it on and taking it off, because | was 
trying to figure out if | had that shot. From what I recall is do I have this shot? Like 
my partner's leg is right here. The dog is backing up and forth. Is it -- can | -- is it 
there? Is it on it? Is it not? Is it on it? Is it not? So Iwas kind of on and off.’ 


| mean like I have a good shot as in | can get them to make sure that his leg isn't on 
her where her leg might be in the way of -- or her leg might get injured from my bullet 
and | didn't have him. | was like, oh, wait. He is too close to my partner's legs.*4 


In this case, the Chair of the UOFRB conducted an evaluation of the reasonableness 
of Officers Chamu and Love El’s Drawing/Exhibiting. The Chair of the UOFRB noted 
that Officers Chamu and Love EIl initially responded to a radio call of aggressive 
dogs who were not allowing residents to enter their property. The incident escalated 
when the two dogs exited the gap in the fence, lunged at Officer Chamu, and a dog 
bit Officer Chamu twice. In fear for her safety and believing the dogs were 
attempting to bite her again, Officer Chamu drew her service pistol to prevent the 
imminent threat of serious bodily injury or death. 


After observing the dogs continuously jump towards Officer Chamu and attempt to 
bite Officer Chamu, Officer Love El drew her service pistol in fear that Officer Chamu 
could be seriously injured by the dogs. Officer Love El drew her service pistol to 
protect Officer Chamu from the imminent threat of serious bodily injury or death. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Chair of the UOFRB determined, and 
the Chief concurred, that an officer with similar training and experience as Officers 
Chamu and Love El, while faced with similar circumstances, would reasonably 
believe that there was a substantial risk the situation may escalate to the point 
where deadly force may be justified. 


Therefore, the Chief found Officers Chamu and Love El’s Drawing/Exhibiting to be 
In-Policy, No Further Action. 





32 Id., Page 14, Lines 9-15. 
33 Id., Page 36, Lines 17-23. 
34 Id., Page 14, Lines 17-21. 


32 


Policy on the Use of Force 
Use of De-Escalation Techniques? 


It is the policy of this Department that, whenever practicable, officers shall use 
techniques and tools consistent with Department de-escalation training to reduce the 
intensity of any encounter with a suspect and enable an officer to have additional 
options to mitigate the need to use a higher level of force while maintaining control of 
the situation. 


Factors Used to Determine Objective Reasonableness” 


The Department examines reasonableness using Graham v. Connor and the 
articulated facts from the perspective of a Los Angeles Police Officer with similar 
training and experience, in the same situation, based on the totality of the 
circumstances. 


In determining the appropriate level of force, officers shall evaluate each situation in 
light of facts and circumstances of each particular case. Those factors may include, 
but are not limited to: 


The feasibility of using de-escalation tactics; 

The seriousness of the crime or suspected offense; 

The level of threat or resistance presented by the subject; 

Whether the subject was posing an immediate threat to officers or a danger to 

the community; 

The potential for injury to citizens, officers or subjects; 

e The risk or apparent attempt by the subject to escape; 

e The conduct of the subject being confronted (as reasonably perceived by the 
officer at the time); 

e The amount of time and any changing circumstances during which the officer 

had to determine the type and amount of force that appeared to be 

reasonable; 

The availability of other resources; 

The training and experience of the officer; 

The proximity or access of weapons to the subject; 

Officer versus subject factors such as age, size, relative strength, skill level, 

injury/exhaustion and number officers versus subjects; and, 

e The environmental factors and/or other exigent circumstances. 





35 Office of the Chief of Police (OCOP), Special Order No. 4, “Policy on the Use of Force - Revised,” was 
adopted by the Department on February 5, 2020 and amended LAPD Manual, Volume 1, Section 556.10. 


36 Office of the Chief of Police (OCOP), Special Order No. 4, “Policy on the Use of Force - Revised,” was 
adopted by the Department on February 5, 2020 and amended LAPD Manual, Volume 1, Section 556.10. 
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Use of Force — Deadly?” 


It is the policy of this Department that deadly force shall be used only when 
necessary in defense of human life. Specifically, deadly force shall be used only to: 


To defend against an imminent threat of death or serious bodily injury to the 
officer or to another person; or 

To apprehend a fleeing person for any felony that threatened or resulted in 
death or serious bodily injury, if the officer reasonably believes that the 
person will cause death or serious bodily injury to another unless immediately 
apprehended. Where feasible, a peace officer shall, prior to the use of force, 
make reasonable efforts to identify themselves as a peace officer and to warn 
that deadly force may be used, unless the officer has objectively reasonable 
grounds to believe the person is aware of those facts. 


In determining whether deadly force is necessary, officers shall evaluate each 
situation in light of the particular circumstances of each case and shall use other 
available resources and techniques if reasonably safe and feasible. 


Note: Because the application of deadly force is limited to the above 
scenarios, an officer shall not use deadly force against a person based 
on the danger that person poses to themselves, if an objectively 
reasonable officer would believe the person does not pose an 
imminent threat of death or serious bodily injury to the officer or 
another person. 


The Department’s Evaluation of Deadly Force*® 


The Department will analyze an officer's use of deadly force by evaluating the totality 
of the circumstances of each case consistent with the California Penal Code Section 
835(a), as well as the factors articulated in Graham v. Connor. 


Dog Shooting 


The size and speed of an animal can increase the potential of a missed shot and the 
possibility of an officer or bystander being critically injured by a bullet intended for 
the dog. An officer is authorized the use of lethal force when it’s reasonable to 
protect him/herself or other person(s) from immediate threat of death or serious 
bodily injury. Consideration should be given to the background and the possibility of 
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a ricochet. The primary target is the body mass. Officers may not use lethal force 
against a dog to protect property, including other animals (Los Angeles Police 
Department Use of Force-Tactics Directive No. 7.1, Dog Encounters, September 
2014). 


Officer Chamu — 9mm, one round, in a downward direction, impacting the dirt 
parkway. 


According to Officer Chamu, she felt another bite and discharged one round at the 
brown dog on her left-hand side because Officer Chamu believed that the dog 
“would bite my leg off’ and “bite off an artery.” Officer Chamu stated that she 
believed she would “be bleeding out right now.” Officer Chamu believed that she 
would have been “getting stiches at the very minimum.” Officer Chamu aimed 
towards the short brown dog's face and decided she was not going to take the time 
to aim for the dog’s chest or leg because the dog had jumped at her twice. After 
Officer Chamu discharged a round, both dogs backed away. 


Officer Chamu recalled, / just tried to shoot at the dog to stop him from biting me.°9 


And I knew that if | did not stop, that dog from -- one of the dogs from actually 
harming me -- | actually would have been, you know, missing a limb or something. 
He actually did bite me and he did break through my skin. That's when I fired one 
shot at one of the dogs when they immediately took off.*° 


| wanted to stop the dog from biting me and if -- | wasn't going to take time to try to 
see and aim for maybe the chest or a leg. The dog was biting me, so | had to stop 
that dog, and | aimed towards the dog's face.“ 


At that moment | did not have enough options. | didn’t have any cover. All I had 
was my firearm to basically stop what I had in front of me was a dog charging at me. 
And If I didn’t shoot at least to stop the dog, then he would bite my leg off. He would 
actually either bite off an artery and I'd be bleeding out right now or he’d be taking a 
chuck out where I'd be getting stitches at the very minimum.*? 


Immediately after | fired that one round, both dogs immediately -- they backed off 
and they attempted to gain entry back inside the fence. They got completely away 
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from me. They stopped attacking and they went towards the direction of the 
residence where they had actually exited from.* 


My initial target was the brown dog, but I also -- | was also looking at the dog that 
was on my right because that one also jumped up at me -- jumped up at me first, but 
the one that actually made contact was the brown -- the short brown dog. So I 
aimed towards the short brown dog, because that's the one that actually bit me. And 
| think he had bit me twice by then before I shot the round.“ 

| wanted to stop the dog from biting me and if -- | wasn't going to take time to try to 
see and aim for maybe the chest or a leg. The dog was biting me, so | had to stop 
that dog, and | aimed towards the dog's face.** 


When I discharged the firearm, the dog was jumping up -- both dogs were jumping 
up. But the one on my left had already bit me, so | believe that was my initial threat. 
And he already bit me twice, so I aimed towards him -- most definitely towards him 
first because he was the one that was actually attacking me.*® 


Background — As the dogs lunged towards Officer Chamu, Officer Chamu 
unholstered her service pistol and pointed it in a downward direction towards the dirt 
parkway. The FID investigation revealed that Officer Chamu fired one round, which 
missed the brown dog, and struck the dirt parkway to the left of the brown dog. FID 
investigators were not able to locate an impact at scene, a fired bullet or a bullet 
fragment; however, one expended bullet casing was recovered on the dirt parkway 
in front of 10618 Wilmington Avenue. 


The Chair of the UOFRB conducted a thorough review in evaluating the 
circumstances and evidence related to this OIS. The Chair of the UOFRB noted that 
Officer Chamu was aware that the dogs were vicious and had previously attempted 
to bite someone, but disregarded that information and based her assumptions of the 
incident on her prior experience with dogs. Officer Chamu acknowledged that the 
dogs appeared upset when she stood at the fence and did not appropriately assess 
the seriousness of the threat the dogs presented to her and others. Officer Chamu 
walked to the fence and enticed the dogs to approach her. Officer Chamu 
unnecessarily placed herself in a tactically unsafe position when she stood next to 
the opening in the iron fence while reaching her hand towards the dogs. After being 
advised by Officer Love El that the dogs “might be able to get out of there,” Officer 
Chamu remained at the opening of the fence in an unwarranted confidence and 
responded to Officer Love El that she was “trying to get the chain.” As both dogs 
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quickly exited the fence and aggressively lunged towards Officer Chamu, Officer 
Chamu redeployed away from the dog, but did not communicate to her partner or 
consider her other options. Due to poor planning and not having additional tools in 
her possession for encountering vicious dogs, Officer Chamu’s options to protect 
herself and others were limited and ultimately resulted in her utilization of lethal 
force. 


The Chief recognized that Officer Chamu was bitten during this incident. Officer 
Chamu did sustain two bite marks to the front of her left leg, below her knee. Officer 
Chamu was treated for dog bites she sustained to the left lower leg, including a skin 
avulsion to the left shin. Although Officer Chamu had sustained an injury from the 
dogs, the Chief also considered both the circumstances that involved Officer Chamu 
and her partner, along with the tactical decision making process which lead up to the 
OIS. An officer acting in a manner consistent with Department guidelines for 
handling Dog Encounters would have been cognizant that the two dogs posed a 
threat and that approaching the dogs would have further escalated the incident. The 
Chief would have preferred that Officer Chamu not have made contact with the dogs 
after being notified the dogs were vicious and had previously attempted to bite 
another person. Lacking any exigent circumstances which may have caused Officer 
Chamu to make contact with the dogs, Officer Chamu should have better utilized her 
time to ensure containment of the dogs for her, her partner, and the community’s 
safety until the appropriate resources, such as the Department of Animal Services, 
had arrived. Officer Chamu committed a series of deficient decisions which greatly 
contributed to her significant tactical disadvantage. These decisions, along with 
Officer Chamu’s unjustified deviations from Department training, with regard to 
tactics and de-escalation, resulted in the OIS. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Chair of the UOFRB determined, and 
the Chief concur, these decisions were not reasonable and placed Officer Chamu in 
avoidable circumstances, which rendered the use of deadly force by Officer Chamu 
unreasonable. Therefore, the Chief found Officer Chamu’s Use of Lethal Force to 
be Out of Policy, Administrative Disapproval. 


Additional/Equipment 


Required Equipment — Officer Chamu left her baton and her Hobble Restraint 
Device (HRD) inside of the police vehicle at the time of the incident. Officer Love El 
left her HRD in the police vehicle at the time of the incident. These issues were 
brought to the attention of Captain L. Paglialonga, Serial No. 30329, Commanding 
Officer, Southeast Patrol Division, who advised that these issues were addressed 
through divisional training and the generation of a Supervisory Action Item (SAI) for 
each officer. The Commanding Officer of Operations — South Bureau (OSB) and the 
Director of the Office of Operations (OO) concurred with this action. As such, the 
Chief deemed no further action is necessary. 
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Body Worn Video (BWV) Activations — Officer Love El had a late BWV activation. 
From the point at which Officer Love El parked her police vehicle in front of a liquor 
store, exited the police vehicle, and joined Officer Chamu and witnesses Icala and 
Zeledon, 27 seconds had elapsed. Officer Love El did not activate her BWV until 
after an additional 12 seconds after she had joined her partner and the witnesses. 
Southeast Area conducted a review and determined that Officer Love El had no prior 
incidents of late activation of BWV. This issue was brought to the attention of 
Captain Paglialonga who advised that this issue was addressed through divisional 
training and the generation of a SAI. The Commanding Officer of OSB and the 
Director of OO concurred with this action. As such, the Chief deemed no further 
action is necessary. 


The Office of Operations conducted a random inspection of BWVs associated to 
Officer Love El, from October 18, 2020 through November 17, 2020, for compliance 
with BWV policy specific to complete records of investigative or enforcement 
contacts with the public. The results of the inspection indicated that Officer Love El 
was in compliance. 


Profanity — Officer Chamu utilized profanity immediately preceding and after the 
OIS. Officer Love El utilized profanity while talking to a witness and after the OIS. 
These issues were brought to the attention of Captain Paglialonga who advised that 
these issues were addressed through divisional training and the generation of SAIs. 
The Commanding Officer of OSB and the Director of OO concurred with this 

action. As such, the Chief deemed no further action is necessary. 


Communications Division Radio Broadcast Protocols — Officer Chamu 
broadcast, “Shots fired, officer need help, 10615 Wilmington.” Police Service 
Representative (PSR) J. Rodriguez, Serial No. N6519, CD, replied, “Roger,” and did 
not re-broadcast the information. PSR Rodriquez was in training at the time of the 
incident and was being trained and monitored by PSR III A. Manuel, Serial No. 
G9198, CD. According to the FID investigation, approximately 50 seconds after the 
original help broadcast, PSR Manuel initiated an, “Officer needs help,” broadcast, 
but advised no location was provided, even though a location had been provided by 
Officer Chamu in the original broadcast. 


This was brought to the attention of Captain A. Vargas, Serial No. 30493, 
Commanding Officer, Communications Division, who advised that this issue was 
addressed through the issuance of an Employee Comment Sheet for PSR Manuel. 
The Commanding Officer of Administrative Services Bureau (ASB) and the Director 
of the Office of Support Services (OSS) concurred with this action. As such, the 
Chief deemed no further action is necessary. 


Protocols Subsequent to a Categorical Use of Force — Sergeant Giargiari did not 
obtain a PSS at scene from Officers Chamu or Love El; however, Sergeant 
Giargiari's BWV captured him discussing the incident with Officer Love El. Sergeant 
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Giargiari did not advise Officer Chamu or Love El not to discuss the incident 
because Officer Chamu was being transported to the hospital. Sergeant Giargiari 
believed the transport created separation between Officer Chamu and Officer Love 
El. While Officer Chamu was inside the rescue RA with the rear doors open, 
Sergeant Giargiari’s BWV captured multiple officers going to the rear of the RA and 
appear to engage in a conversation with Officer Chamu. In addition, Sergeant 
Giargiari walked away from the OIS scene for approximately two and a half minutes 
and left Officer Love El unmonitored. 


After officers secured the opening of the fence within the area of the OIS, Sergeant 
Giargiari allowed officers to remain in the immediate area where evidence was 
present, thus allowing for the possibility of officers unintentionally altering the crime 
scene. These issues were brought to the attention of Captain Paglialonga. Asa 
result, Sergeant Giargiari was issued an Employee Comment Sheet for not 
preserving the crime scene. Sergeant Giargiari was issued a Notice To Correct 
Deficiencies (NTCD) for not obtaining a PSS, not admonishing Officers Love El and 
Chamu not to discuss the incident, and for failing to separate and monitor Officer 
Love El. In addition, all of these issues were also addressed with Sergeant Giargiari 
through divisional training and the generation of a SAI. 


Sergeant’s Daily Report — Sergeant Baumann’s report did not properly document 
who she relinquished the monitoring of Officer Chamu. This issue was brought to 
the attention of Captain M. Odle, Serial No. 22369, Commanding Officer, 77" Street 
Patrol Division, who advised that this issue was addressed through divisional 
training and the generation of a SAI. The Commanding Officer of OSB and the 
Director of OO concurred with this action. As such, the Chief deemed no further 
action is necessary. 


Sergeant Taylor’s reported times for the transportation of Officer Chamu to the OIS 
scene and Officer Chamu’s return to Southeast CPS did not coincide with the Watch 
Commander’s log. This issue was brought to the attention of Captain Paglialonga 
who advised that this issue was addressed through divisional training, the issuance 
of an Employee Comment Sheet, and the generation of a SAI. The Commanding 
Officer of OSB and the Director of OO concurred with this action. As such, the Chief 
deemed no further action is necessary. 


Audio/Video Recordings 


Digital In-Car Video System (DICVS) — Officers Chamu and Love El’s police 
vehicle was equipped with DICVS at the time of the incident; however, their DICVS 
was not activated due to the officers’ Code Two response to the incident. 


Body Worn Video (BWV) — All of the officers involved in this incident were 
equipped with BWV cameras. Officer Chamu’s BWV captured the interviews of the 
witnesses prior to the OIS, as well as movements and audio during the OIS. Officer 
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Love El’s BWV captured the interviews of the witnesses prior to the OIS, as well as 
movements and audio during the OIS. 


Outside Video/Surveillance — The FID investigators located video surveillance at a 
liquor store located at 10624 Wilmington Avenue. The video captured the officers’ 


arrival and initial encounter with the witnesses. However, due to the distance and a 
tree blocking the view of the camera, the video did not capture the OIS. 


[This space intentionally left blank. ] 


40 


INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW 


Inspector General Analysis 


Investigation Quality 


e No significant issues of concern were identified in relation to investigation quality. 


Training Issues 


e No significant issues of concern were identified in relation to training. 


Equipment Issues 


e No significant issues of concern were identified in relation to equipment. 


Detention 

e Does not apply. 

Tactical De-escalation 

e The OIG concurs with the Chief's analysis. 


BWV and DICVS Policy Compliance 
































SERIAL NAME TIMELY FULL 2- BWV TIMELY DICVS 
BWV MINUTE | RECORDING OF | DICVS RECORDING 
ACTIVATION | BUFFER | ENTIRE ACTIVATION | OF ENTIRE 
INCIDENT INCIDENT 
43036 Officer Chamu Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A 
43698 Officer Love El No Yes Yes N/A N/A 





Inspector General Recommendations 


Tactics 
e The OIG concurs with the Chief's findings. 
Drawing/Exhibiting 


e The OIG concurs with the Chief's findings. 


41 





Lethal Use of Force 


e The OIG concurs with the Chief's findings. 


MARK P. SMITH 
Inspector General 


42 


